This paper examines the use of general extenders (GEs), such as and stuff in English and et tout in French, in Paris French and London English. We aim to compare the social and the linguistic conditioning of extender use in the two languages, discuss the different kinds of spread in the two cities and reflect on the specificity of discourse-pragmatic variation.
Introduction
This article presents an analysis of general extenders in Paris French and London English, with a view to comparing their social and linguistic conditioning and identifying possible changes in the extender system. General extenders (hereafter abbreviated as 'GEs') are phrase-or clause-terminal expressions such as et tout and and stuff in the following examples. The item to which the GE is attached (its antecedent) usually consists of a word or a clause, which can be nominal (such as potes and boys below), but also verbal, adjectival and adverbial, as will be shown further.
(1) tu sais qu'elles sont gentilles elles sont tranquilles (…) comme moi là genre mes potes et tout. [Nizar, M19] 1 ('You know they're nice they're cool (…) like me -like my mates and that') 2 (2) I've never been one to be distracted by boys and stuff but I was distracted by man. [Aimy, F19] In studies of GEs, a focus of recent research has been to explore their pragmatic functions and evolution in informal spoken language. Studies have increasingly begun to view them as discourse particles, rather than solely as expressions with a referential -or a "set-marking" -function (Dubois 1992 and 1993; Overstreet and Yule 1997; Cheshire 2007; Tagliamonte and Denis 2010 , Pichler and Levey 2011 , Palacios-Martinez 2011 , Aijmer 2013 , Overstreet 2014 . Despite the widespread recent interest, however, the GE literature has predominantly focused on varieties of English, with very few comparable studies in other world languages. Notable exceptions in French, which will be of interest here, include a quantitative study by Dubois (1993) examining the distribution and socio-demographic conditioning of extender variants in Québec. The majority of studies focusing on European French have been qualitative and descriptive (Andrews, 1989) , although some included quantitative components (Secova 2014) . Large-scale comparative analyses involving languages other than English are still relatively rare (however, see Norrby and Winter 2002 , Overstreet 2005 , Cortés-Rodriguez 2006 , Terraschke and Holmes 2007 , Ruzaite 2010 , Parvaresh et al. 2012 ).
The present study aims to fill the gap in research by examining GE variants in a largescale corpus of Paris French, both from a qualitative and quantitative perspective, and by drawing comparisons with the corpus of London English. In particular, it seeks to: (i) examine the distribution of GE forms in the Multicultural London English -
1
The data was transcribed using the CHAT-Childes transcription conventions (childes.psy.cmu.edu/manuals/CHAT.pdf, pp. 41-80). The information in square brackets includes speaker pseudonym, gender and age, while round brackets represent different lengths of timed pause. 2 The GE forms were translated using the authors' own intuition and checked by several reviewers. As there were fewer GE forms in French and some (especially et tout) were multifunctional, they were not always translated by the same form in English but rather by the closest functional equivalent in the given context. Multicultural Paris French corpus; (ii) discuss the functions of GEs, focusing especially on the most prolific forms such as et tout and and that / and stuff; (iii) compare the social and the linguistic conditioning of GE forms in English and French and consider whether some forms may be grammaticalising and acquiring new discourse functions.
GEs are discourse particles that occur in many languages and are especially widespread in spoken language (Aijmer 2002 , Cheshire 2007 , Overstreet 2005 . However, insufficient research has been done to determine what, if anything, they have in common, how they are used and how they evolve over time. In addition, due to their structural and functional similarities, GEs are an excellent site for studying variation and change in discourse pragmatic features, which has until recently been neglected. Looking at two languages will allow us to begin to see what general principles there may be in the processes and patterns of variation and change. Some studies also suggest that discourse functions can be partitioned very differently across languages (Maschler and Schiffrin 2013) . Examining GEs in two distinct languages is thus a step towards understanding the underlying crosslinguistic differences. Finally, recent studies have pointed to the emergence of multiethnolectal speech repertoires in Western capitals, which continue to be seen as important motors of variation and change (Cheshire et al. 2011 , Wiese 2009 ).
Therefore, comparing such cities should provide important insights into how linguistic systems develop and what social factors underlie this development.
General extender functions and uses
GEs are expressions typical of informal speech in which they fulfil a range of pragmatic functions, one of which is to extend a set of referents (e.g. to implicate a more general category, as in "ingredients" the following example):
un peu de gingembre des oignons tout ça [Bruno, M17] ("a bit of ginger some onions all that") For some GE forms, however, the set-extending function is shown to be recessive (see Cheshire 2007 , Pichler and Levey, 2011 , Palacios-Martinez 2011 , Levey 2012 . The use of GEs is generally thought to be based on some common ground between speakers, albeit only assumed rather than actual (Overstreet 1999) . They express subjective, inter-subjective and textual functions, and they therefore are frequently likened to, or considered as a subcategory of discourse markers (Dubois 1993; Aijmer 2002; Lemieux, Fontaine and Sankoff 1987, Overstreet 1999 While GE use has sometimes been stigmatised and associated with adolescent sloppiness and inarticulateness, it has been shown that GEs occur across all social classes and age groups. As with many other spoken features, the preferences for specific forms tend to be socially conditioned (Dubois, 1992; Cheshire, 2007) and may sometimes display an age-grading effect (i.e. change in individual use as the speaker progresses through life, unrelated to community language change). The frequency of some forms would thus peak at adolescence and diminish with advancing age (Dubois, 1992) . However, other changes in the GE system have been noted elsewhere, not necessarily associated with grammaticalisation. Tagliamonte and Denis (2010) , for instance, found a case of change in Toronto English described as 'lexical replacement', with and stuff, preferred by young speakers, replacing forms with thing, favoured by older speakers (see also Denis 2015) . In fact, the use of and stuff is shown to be spreading also in British English (Cheshire 2007 , Levey 2012 .
Lastly, it is important to note that most GE studies have used apparent-time analyses and drawn inferences based on age distributions (e.g. Tagliamonte and Denis, 2010; Pichler and Levey, 2011, Tagliamonte 2016) . Their results have to be interpreted with caution, because they do not provide a real-time benchmark and the age differences examined may simply reflect age-grading effects. However, while only real-time studies can make legitimate claims about change over time, these are relatively rare (exceptions include, e.g. Dubois 1992 , Denis 2015 .
Grammaticalisation and change
Like other discourse features, the GE system is a likely site for grammaticalisation, defined as a process whereby 'a lexical item or construction in certain uses takes on grammatical characteristics, or through which a grammatical item becomes more grammatical' (Hopper and Traugott 2003: 2) . This process is often construed as a correlated set of changes, namely decategorisation, semantic-pragmatic shift and phonetic reduction (Bybee, 2003; Pichler and Levey, 2011) . In the case of GEs, decategorisation (i.e. loss of original morphosyntactic characteristics and extension to new grammatical contexts) can be observed in the grammatical relationship of the extender and its antecedent. If one assumes that the extender's original function was to mark a set, its 'expected' antecedent would have the same grammatical characteristics (i.e. grammatical category, number, animacy, countability etc.). However, as can be seen in some GEs such as in (1) and (2) above, there is a grammatical mismatch between the GE and its antecedent (i.e. both potes and boys are animate, countable nouns, while the expected referents of et tout and and stuff would be inanimate mass nouns). This mismatch is one measure that points to the possible grammaticalisation of specific GE variants.
Both phonetic and morphological reduction (i.e. loss of phonetic and morphological material) may be observed in structurally similar long and short variants. Indeed, several authors have speculated that some short GE variants may have developed from structurally similar longer forms (e. g. and stuff like that -> and stuff, see Cheshire 2007) . This notion has, however, been criticised, firstly because some short forms appear among the earliest extender attestations (Pichler & Levey, 2011: 448) , and secondly, because phonetic reduction is, in this case, rarely characterised in terms of the loss of whole morphemes (Pichler and Levey 2011, Tagliamonte and Denis 2010) . While Tagliamonte (2016) admits that shortening or clipping may occur as the original form expands its functional range through the grammaticalisation process, she finds no evidence of grammaticalisation from long to short forms, and instead highlights the fact that short, two-word variants are preferred, even in relic dialects which tend to preserve older language features. Similarly, Denis (2015) explains that what is usually considered as phonetic reduction associated with grammaticalisation, may in fact be a case of morphological clipping -an independent change (e.g. and stuff like that -> and stuff). True phonetic reduction/attrition is described in Cheshire (2007) and Overstreet (2014) , with the example of and that, often reduced to monosyllabic /nae/.
Another common symptom of grammaticalisation is semantic-pragmatic change (or 'shift'), whereby some extender forms slowly develop new pragmatic functions, while their referential (or 'set-marking') function progressively recedes. These pragmatic functions often fall into intersubjective (e.g. hedging, marking solidarity, appealing to common knowledge) or textual domains (e.g. structuring discourse, punctuating discourse units). It is, however, crucial to remember that most grammaticalising GEs remain multifunctional and retain referential meanings in certain contexts (for a detailed discussion of semantic-pragmatic change, see Pichler and Levey 2011: 452) .
In the following sections, we test some of the grammaticalisation hypotheses described above in the corpus of London English and Paris French. We also address the question raised in previous studies (Pichler and Levey 2011, Tagliamonte and Denis 2010) whether some of the most common GEs have grammaticalised or just replaced other variants in the GE system.
Methodology

Data
The analysis in this article is based on the corpus 'Multicultural London EnglishMulticultural Paris French ' (2010-2014) 4 , a sociolinguistic project carried out in specific areas in London and Paris. The aim of this project was to examine the effect of language contact on patterns of variation and change in contemporary English and French. The analysis of the London data is based on a sub-sample of the Linguistic Innovators project (2004 ( -2007 ( , see Cheshire et al. 2008 . The data was collected in Hackney (inner London) and comprised two age groups: adolescents (16-19) and older speakers (60+). The apparent-time comparison of adolescent and older speakers is believed to shed light on some hypotheses about grammaticalisation and change, because generational differences are usually assumed to be reflective of different states of a language at different time points (e.g. the assumption is that the English/French language was different when the older generation learnt it, and that generation still continues to use it in that way).
To match the samples, the analysis in Paris is similarly restricted to a group of adolescents (16-19) and older speakers (60+). The socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds of the young speakers reflect the social composition of the two capitals. The recorded speakers in inner London are predominantly working-class, and the young speakers are also ethnically diverse. In Paris, working-class speakers live mainly in suburban areas (also often referred to as la banlieue) where the diversity of ethnic backgrounds is also much greater. The Paris corpus was collected using a similar protocol to that in London. The majority of the speakers were recorded in groups of friends in an informal context, and efforts were made to allow them to speak in a relaxed and congenial manner. The recordings, usually lasting between 1h -1h30min, were collected in youth clubs, schools and private homes (Paris) and in vocational colleges (London). Like in inner London, all surveyed neighbourhoods in outer Paris were characterised by a high degree of language contact resulting from recent immigration. Figure In London, the older informants (60+) come from local families. Among the younger speakers, around 43% have a white background and come from families with predominantly local roots ('Anglo'). The other 57% is made up of the children or grandchildren of immigrants ('non-Anglo'), most commonly -but not only -of Bangladeshi, Afro-Caribbean and West-African descent.
Like in London, the majority of young speakers in Paris (70%) are children of immigrants, mainly of North-African (Algeria, Tunisia, Morocco) and Sub-Saharan (Mali, Angola, Congo) descent, while 30% have a local 'Franco-French' background.
Since the Paris corpus does not contain samples from speakers above the age of 35, the older speakers' sample analysed in this study comes from the Corpus de Français Parlé Parisien ('Corpus of Parisian spoken French', Branca-Rosoff et al., 2007) . This corpus, hereafter abbreviated as 'CFPP', was collected in the Paris area between 2006-2014, and counts approximately 50 hours of speech. The interviews, carried out in self-selected groups of friends or relatives, contain information about speakers' daily lives, past experiences, stories and attitudes towards their city. As in London, the interview style is largely informal and the interrogator's input is minimal. While the speakers in the CFFP come from a wider range of social classes, the majority of older informants selected for this study come from local families of working-class or lower-middle-class background, largely matching the London sample. 
Coding and analysis
This study examines GEs from a predominantly quantitative perspective, complemented by qualitative insights. Following a large number of previous studies, it adopts a combined structural and functional approach to identify GEs. From a structural point of view, GEs usually consist of the following schema: (Pichler and Levey 2011: 448) 7 . In this configuration, the connector is usually required (even though, as will be shown below, in some rare cases it is absent), a modifier and/or generic is necessary, while the similative and deictic are optional. From a functional point of view, it is generally acknowledged that GEs share a number of pragmatic functions such as hedging, intensifying, expressing solidarity and punctuating discourse, which are seen as a later addition to their -putatively original -set-marking / referential function. The variable context also includes forms with a less prototypical structure (e.g. etcetera, nanana, and this and that, -kind of thing) that fulfil the same functions and occur in the same syntactic environments as the more prototypical GEs.
Following previous studies (Tagliamonte 2016 , Pichler and Levey 2011 , Tagliamonte and Denis 2010 , the analysis presented here adopts a 'variationist' approach (Labov 1972 (Labov , 1980 . This type of analysis has often been used to examine variation and change in the GE system in English (e.g. Tagliamonte and Denis 2010, Pichler and Levey, 2011) but rarely in other languages (with the exception of French, cf. Dubois 1992 , Secova 2014 . The results presented here are based on a mixed-effects regression analysis performed in Rbrul (Johnson 2009 ).
Each GE token was coded for a number of relevant linguistic and social factors. The social factors were: a) ethnic background, b) gender, c) age, and d) diversity of the speaker's friendship network 8 . To replicate the methodology used in the Linguistic Innovators project (Cheshire et al. 2008) , each adolescent was asked to give a selfdefinition of his or her ethnic background. The ethnic distribution of the young speakers' friendship networks was examined by asking questions such as: How many close friends have you got? What ethnicity are they? The diversity of friendship network was then coded on a scale from 1 to 5, as follows: 1 = all friends same ethnicity as self 2 = up to 20% of a different ethnicity 3 = up to 40% of a different ethnicity 4 = up to 60% of a different ethnicity 5 = up to 80% of a different ethnicity Following previous analyses (Cheshire 2007 , Tagliamonte & Denis 2010 , Pichler & Levey, 2011 , linguistic factors were coded with the aim of examining some of the indices of grammaticalisation and change. For example, extender forms involved in grammaticalisation were believed to be changing their morphosyntactic correspondence with their antecedent. Therefore, each token was coded for the type of item it was attached to: a) nominal (noun / noun phrase) b) non-nominal (adjective, verb, verb phrase, direct quote etc.). The hypothesis was that the original function of GEs was to extend a set or a list, and they would therefore initially have been used predominantly with nominal antecedents. This is interpreted as decategorisation. Another assumption was that the referential or literal meaning would, in some forms, subside over time, especially if they adopt new pragmatic functions. This is generally referred to as semantic bleaching. In this study, bleaching was measured on a 'referential' scale of 0-2. GEs that were clearly used with a list of items (i.e. minimums 2 items) had the maximum value: 2. Forms that were used with a specific item where a list could be context-inferred, had a value of 1, while those forms that attached to unexpected contexts (e.g. adverbial phrases, direct quotations, etc.), where no explicit list could be imagined, had the lowest value of 0 9 . The GE forms with a referential value of 0 were considered the most grammaticalised. Note that referentiality and referent type are independent of one another: there were indeed a number of cases where the GE was attached to a nonnominal list, as illustrated in Table ( 2): Finally, since extender use is typical of spoken rather than written language, each GE token in French was coded for its syllabic (rather than its syntagmatic) length. The analysed forms ranged from 2 syllables (e.g. et tout (/e.tʊ/), tout ça (/tʊ.sa/), 3 syllables (e.g. et tout ça /e.tʊ.sa/, choses comme ça /ʃoz.kɒm.sa/), and 4+ syllables (e.g. etcetera /ɛ.tse.te.ra/, des choses comme ça /de.ʃoz.kɒm.sa/). In English, where syllables cannot be counted in exactly the same way as in French due to differences in intonation and stress, the variants were coded for syntagmatic length, and generally consisted of two (e.g. and that, and stuff) or more items (e.g. and stuff like that, and all the things like that). Coding for item length was believed to provide an indication of whether shorter variants may be progressively preferred (among a specific age group or across the board) and whether shorter variants have a bleached meaning and a larger functional range.
Results
Forms and distribution
The expressions that were included in the GE category had to fulfil the following criteria: a) they consisted of a combination of <and/or> + quantifier/generic noun + <comparative> 10 ); b) they extended a list / set of referents (although this function was often attenuated); c) they occurred in a phrase, clause or turn-final position; d) they could be divided into adjunctives (and that, and stuff) and disjunctives (or something, or anything) . The same criteria applied to English and French (the characteristics of French GEs were very similar to those of the English GEs, despite the two languages being typologically distinct). In both languages, however, there were vague words such as machin, truc, kind of thing or whatever, that were used as GEs without a conjunction: Table ( 3) shows the distribution of most frequent forms in the Paris corpus (with variants ranked by frequency in the first column). As can be seen, the most frequent form used by adolescents is et tout, which accounts for two thirds of all the tokens, and is used far and away more frequently than any other variant in the sample. Et tout is followed by tout ça (10.5%), nanana (7.4%) and etcetera (6.7%). Interestingly, the most frequent form in the sample of older speakers is etcetera (39.5%), followed by et tout (20.6%), tout ça (14%), choses comme ça (7.4%) and machin (5%). There are variants such as et autres used by older but not younger speakers. On the other hand, young speakers use (un) truc comme ça (albeit rarely), which is not recorded in the vernacular of the older speakers. The total number of individual variants is the same for both cohorts (16).
If we compare these samples, we find that there are no new variants, i.e. variants used only by young speakers and not used by older speakers (with the exception of un truc comme ça -a relatively rare, but probably not new, informal variant). However, et tout seems to be rapidly increasing in frequency and becoming the predominant form among young people (as compared to older speakers, which was also shown in Secova 2014). Furthermore, as will be shown below, this variant seems to be grammaticalising and extending the scope of its pragmatic functions (such as punctuating discourse, hedging, creating common ground, intensifying positive statements etc.) at the expense of its literal meaning and set-marking function. We will therefore focus on this variant, and examine it more closely in further sections. Table ( 4) provides the distribution of GE forms in London. The number of different variants is much higher than in Paris, both among the adolescents and the older speakers. The most notable difference between these two samples is that older speakers never use and stuff, which suggests that it is a relatively new variant in this urban setting. The increase in frequency of and stuff has also been noted in other varieties of English (e.g. Tagliamonte and Dennis 2010, for Canadian English). Interestingly, the rate of and stuff is much higher here compared to other studies of British English (Pichler & Levey 2011 , Levey 2012 , suggesting that and stuff may be one of the most productive variants in some urban varieties in Britain. The adolescents in London do not show a radical preference for a single variant, as seems to be the case with et tout in Paris (the rates for young people in London are spread more evenly across variants). The preferences are shared among a few most frequent variants, namely and that, and all that and and stuff, and then drop incrementally. Interestingly, a few rare variants are used exclusively by older speakers (and all that lark, and all the rest of it, and this and that) or by young speakers (and what not). The latter form might be an outlier rather than an innovative variant, as it has been attested among older speakers in other varieties of English. Another difference is that younger speakers also use derogatory forms (e.g. and shit), which is consistent with the theory of age-grading whereby the use of nonprestigious forms (e.g. slang) peaks at adolescence and decreases as speakers reach middle age and adopt a more conservative speech. Finally, the adjunctive variants in both corpora are more frequent than disjunctive variants, which is in line with previous research on English and French (Cheshire 2007 , Secova 2014 11 . Note also that although the actual frequencies differ, the most frequent variant for adolescent and older speakers is the same (and that).
Table (4). Distribution of GEs in London English
A noteworthy difference between London and Paris is the ratio of short variants compared to longer variants. Table (5a) below shows that young Parisians prefer shorter (2-syllable) variants, whereas older speakers prefer longer variants (the ratio is 0.76 to 0.41). Table ( 5b) shows that in London, both adolescents and older speakers prefer shorter variants. The rate of short forms in Paris suggests that that change might be occurring in the French GE system, whereby short variants are becoming more common. This, however, does not mean that they are grammaticalising. In London, the difference between younger and older speakers is not significant, as they both use short variants much more frequently than longer variants (i.e. around two thirds of the time). While some previous studies have noted that short forms in English are already grammaticalised to different degrees (Cheshire 2007) , others are more circumspect in inferring evidence of grammaticalisation in apparent time (Pichler and Levey 2011) . In fact, recent research has amply challenged the hypothesis that shorter GE forms in English may have grammaticalised from longer ones, since short forms are more common even among older age groups and are used with a vast range of pragmatic functions. The difference in short and long forms in Paris and London suggests that GEs do not function as a uniform group and do not share the same patterns across different languages and language varieties. To examine some of the hypotheses associated with grammaticalisation, let us now turn to the analysis of the predominant forms in both languages.
Et tout in Paris
Recall Table ( 3) above outlining the distribution of the most frequent GE variants in Paris. While et tout is a productive form among older speakers, there is a sharp rise in frequency among adolescents, which has also been noted elsewhere (Secova 2014 [AIM: she'd hang out with them and stuff she'd sit on their knees all that and everything she was always after them and everything so they were used to it they felt-they felt handsome hot and everything + /. CAR: +< hot and everything (.) important! AIM: and then (.) at one point she stopped hanging out with them and she-she started hanging out with Nathan. CAR: +< Nathan and his loser friends that's right. AIM: and already they were getting attached to each other and everything and he especially got attached to her. CAR: he loves her (.) and then the popular boys started to get jealous.] Examples like the above show that et tout serves a wide range of discourse functions and exhibits signs of having grammaticalised. It belongs among the shortest forms 14 which may have gradually acquired new pragmatic functions and been desemanticised. Example (8) also shows that even though et tout is sometimes used in set-marking contexts (especially in the first utterance, where the speakers lists a number of activities such as calculer and courir après), it also appears to serve other pragmatic functions like hedging and punctuating individual discourse units. Note the interesting case in the first line where et tout is immediately preceded by tout ça. This example shows that the two variants may have slightly different functions in the utterance, tout ça seemingly more referential than et tout. The prosody and rhythm in this example show that et tout consistently punctuates individual discourse 'chunks' followed by a short pause, while tout ça seems to refer to the activity of s'asseoir sur leurs genoux. Example (8), as well as previous examples (1) and (3), also illustrate that et tout is used in unexpected or grammatically discordant contexts, such as after animate count nouns (mes potes et tout), verbs and adverbial clauses (je les ai vues arriver vers moi et tout) or quoted speech ("tu veux quoi" et tout). Let us now examine the results of the multivariate analyses of et tout, to assess the impact of the different social and grammatical factors on its occurrence.
12 Frais -good-looking (slang) 13 Boloss -loser (slang) 14 Possibly reduced from et tout ça and other items starting with et tout (e.g. et tout le reste) although we have no direct evidence for this claim. The results show that young people frequently use et tout with a strongly bleached referential meaning (as indicated by low referential values, showing that et tout is disfavoured in utterances containing a list and suggesting that its set-extending function is attenuated). In the adolescent sample, et tout also disfavours the copresence of other discourse markers in the same utterance, which seems to be in line with Cheshire's (2007) hypothesis that variants implicated in on-going grammaticalisation require less support of other pragmatic features with a similar role. It seems, especially among young people, that et tout requires less support of such features as it already serves many equivalent discourse functions such as hedging and punctuating discourse units. Table ( 6) shows that the factors associated with grammaticalisation (especially referential value) were not significant in older speakers. This suggests that et tout, while being a productive variant, may not be as grammaticalised as it is among younger speakers, who tend to use the form in unexpected contexts and with little referential value. We are cautious in making this claim, because even though this factor is not significant for the older speakers, the direction of effect is parallel to the constraint ranking for the adolescents. According to Poplack and Tagliamonte (2001) , the key heuristic for comparison is the constraint hierarchy and not statistical significance per se, which can be heavily affected by sample size. It would be hazardous to make the claim that et tout is less grammaticalised for older speakers than for younger ones based on statistical significance alone. These results are therefore suggestive rather than conclusive.
As can be seen in examples (9)- (10), older speakers still use et tout in "traditional" contexts of occurrence, i.e. in nominal phrases and enumeration:
(9) parce qu'avant y avait beaucoup de petits commerces et tout qu'il n'y a plus. [Rosemunde, F60] [because before there were plenty of small businesses and everything that have now disappeared] (10) alors bien sûr on se munit hein (.) de de gâteaux de bonbons et tout [Jacqueline, F65] [so of course we equip ourselves don't we (.) with cakes and sweets and everything]
With regard to speaker sex, we should highlight the categorical female preference for et tout among older speakers, resonant with previous studies where females were found to initiate or lead the change (e.g. Labov 1990 and 2001) . However, the amount of data gathered from older females and males is skewed heavily towards older females, and there is not enough data from older males for us to make any strong claims about the gender differences observed.
The question now remains whether et tout is undergoing grammaticalisation, or only replacing other variants in the French general extender system, such as etcetera -a contender dominant in the speech of older speakers. This development would then be similar to what has been described by Tagliamonte and Denis (2010) as 'lexical replacement', whereby some variants are just replacing others without evidence of ongoing grammaticalisation. To test whether older people used etcetera with a bleached meaning and an extended range of pragmatic functions, this variant was subjected to a multivariate analysis. While no factors associated with grammaticalisation turned out to be significant, closer inspection of cross-tabulated data revealed that only 13% of tokens of etcetera had a bleached meaning (as suggested by referential value zero) and the majority of tokens (62%) were appended to nominal phrases. Similarly, the majority of et tout tokens (also 62%) were appended to nominal phrases.
The picture here thus seems more complex. While et tout indeed seems to be replacing other variants in the French GE system, the differential results for younger and older speakers suggest that this form may also be grammaticalising, extending its functional range and becoming semantically bleached. However, more data from different age groups is needed to test the grammaticalisation hypothesis in the future. Phonetic reduction of this form seems unlikely, as it cannot have developed from etcetera and the contending longer form et tout ça is a relatively minor variant in the system (4% of the total among older speakers).
And stuff and and that in London
By performing a series of multivariate analyses of the most frequent variants used in London, we found that the most notable differences were in two most productive variants in the adolescent sample: and that and and stuff. First, let us look at the results of the analysis of the innovative variant and stuff: The table shows that the strongest significant factor is network score, with and stuff being categorically preferred by the speakers with the most diverse friendship networks. We must be cautious in our interpretation of this finding, as the majority of speakers in Hackney had a high network score and there is thus a strong data imbalance in favour of speakers with the most diverse networks. Without robust comparative data from speakers with less diverse networks, no definitive claims can be made about the influence of network diversity on variant use. However, previous studies show that there is a strong link between innovation and diverse social networks (Cheshire et al. 2008) .
And stuff displays interesting grammatical patterns with regard to hypotheses of grammaticalisation. Since it is the only innovative form (i.e. not used by the older speakers), it is likely to be in its incipient or early stage of grammaticalisation (if it does grammaticalise). A significant factor here is the co-occurrence of discourse features in the utterance. And stuff favours co-occurrence, suggesting that it may still need the support of other discourse features since it has perhaps not yet developed the same functions as the more grammaticalised variants such as and that (for the initial hypothesis, see Cheshire 2007) . Cheshire has also shown that the forms that were "furthest advanced in terms of phonetic reduction, decategorisation and semantic change (and that, and everything and or something) tend to occur more often alone, whereas the forms that are less grammaticalised (and stuff and and things) occur more often with another discourse particle " (2007: 185) . Again, caution is needed when interpreting co-occurrence as a measure of grammaticalisation, as several studies have since questioned the assumptions that co-occurrence patterns are functionally motivated and that "they constitute a straightforward metric of semantic-pragmatic change" (Pichler and Levey 2011: 450, see also Tagliamonte and Denis 2010) .
The fact that and stuff is not grammaticalised (or not as grammaticalised as its contenders) is also reflected in the character of its antecedent. The table shows that and stuff is preferred with nominal antecedents, which were the putatively original contexts of occurrence of GEs with a list-marking function. As shown above, and that is favoured by White British speakers and disfavoured by speakers of immigrant descent. This result is consistent with previous studies suggesting that and that is a local working-class form (Cheshire 2007, Pichler and Levey, 2011) and one that is associated with New Zealand and British English varieties (Pichler and Levey, 2011, Cheshire 2007) . We can speculate that and that competes with the newer form and stuff and other short variants, which are probably more popular among minority ethnic speakers / speakers with diverse friendship networks because they are less likely to be exposed to the local variants used by Anglo parents and care-takers. While other research has shown that and that is preferred by young male speakers (Pichler and Levey 2011) , our analysis has not uncovered any gender differences in its use. Cheshire (2007) found that the use of specific short variants is sensitive to social class membership, whereby workingclass adolescents favour and (all) that while middle-class adolescents favour and stuff and and things. Since the speakers in the MLE-MPF corpus were predominantly of the same social class (working-class), social class membership was not tested.
The only significant grammatical factor is referential value, assessing whether the variant has a referential/set-marking function. Unsurprisingly, and that is favoured with 0 referential value, and disfavoured with values 1 and 2, showing that this form is in an advanced stage of grammaticalisation. These findings dovetail with a number of previous studies describing and that as one of the most grammaticalised variants in British English (Cheshire 2007 , Pichler and Levey 2011 , Levey 2012 .
Discussion
The analysis of the general extender system in Paris and London has revealed some similarities as well as some differences in the two systems. While there are older and newer variants in both corpora, in some cases the innovation becomes manifest only in different degrees of grammaticalisation (namely of et tout, used in both age groups but significantly more grammaticalised among adolescents). A quantitative analysis of the overall GE frequency showed that in both corpora, speakers used more adjunctive than disjunctive forms.
In Paris, distributional and regression analyses have shown that et tout is overwhelmingly the most productive variant among young people, and its low referential value suggests that it is used on account of its pragmatic functions rather than of its referential meaning. While et tout is a productive variant also among older people, the factors associated with semantic-pragmatic change were significant only in young people. This is certainly due to the fact that among older people, this form did not behave differently to other variants (in terms of frequency and function) and did not appear to be as grammaticalised as it is now. However, the female lead in older speakers (Table 6 ) may be taken as a sign of change in its embryonic stage, where female speakers act as innovators. The innovation of et tout can be demonstrated by the fact that this variant is now much more grammaticalised than in its previous uses.
In London, and stuff is a novelty compared to other English variants, as well as compared to French et tout which has existed longer. While and stuff tends to be associated with North American English varieties (Overstreet & Yule 1997; Overstreet 2005; Tagliamonte & Denis 2010) , some studies have shown that it is on the increase also in British English (Cheshire's 2007 , Pichler and Levey, 2011 , Denis 2011 . The diffusion of and stuff in London is similar to Denis's (2011) analysis of the diffusion of the stuff forms in York where this innovation is also in its incipient stage but is on the rise. He found that speakers with the highest number of different friends were the most frequent users of the stuff forms.
Pichler and Levey (2011) speculate whether and stuff will become a serious contender among the youngest generations in British English (2011: 465) . Our analysis confirms that and stuff was non-existent in the older age group and may therefore have emerged in London later than, say, in American or Canadian English. Furthermore, Cheshire (2007) found that this form was used more often by middle-class young people than working-class. Since we have no data from a wider ranger of social classes in London, we must remain speculative as to when precisely and stuff emerged here. However, some useful evidence is offered in Palacios-Martinez (2011) who notes that before 1970s there were no occurrences of and stuff in the British corpora he analysed -the Diachronic Corpus of Present-Day Spoken English (DCPSE) and the Bergen Corpus of London Teenage Language (COLT).
What is noteworthy in the case of London is the social profile of the innovators. As Denis (2011: 67) explains, 'innovativeness is epiphenomenal to gregariousness', and 'the more gregarious a person is, the more likely they are to talk to many people more often'. He further notes that 'the sheer frequency of diverse interactions increases the probability that these speakers will hear novelties and therefore the probability of adopting a linguistic feature not native to the speech community increases'. Even though the network metric we use is not the same (ours is based on ethnic diversity rather than gregariousness), our study shows that innovative and stuff is used by speakers with diverse social networks. Even though we did not test for gregariousness, the results indicate that the more diverse the network, the more likely it is that the speakers will talk to people of different backgrounds more often, which increases the probability that they will hear novelties and adopt linguistic features coming from various non-local sources. This suggests that the nature of a speakers' friendship group may play a role in the diffusion of linguistic innovations. However, as explained above, these suggestive findings need confirmation in future studies that include sufficient data from speakers belonging to less diverse networks.
Conclusion
The analysis presented here shows that GEs are common discourse features used to fulfil a range of pragmatic functions. While the forms in London and Paris are different on a structural level, many of them share functional similarities within comparable contexts of occurrence, as well as a propensity to acquire new subjective, inter-subjective and textual discourse functions. This appears to fit in with other trends common to several locations, such as the advance of the BE+LIKE type quotatives in many languages (Cheshire et al. 2011 , Tagliamonte and D'Arcy 2004 , Secova 2015 .
Previous research has noted that discourse-pragmatic change is often motivated by a need to fulfil specific discourse functions in informal spontaneous speech. Innovation in quotatives, for example, has been shown to follow a change in narrative style and the need to fulfil specific pragmatic functions such as expressing inner thought and non-lexicalised sounds or gestures (Tagliamonte and D'Arcy 2004) . Insofar as such features can be compared, recent research has identified very similar patterns of use even in typologically distinct languages such as English and French (Secova 2015) .
While it is unlikely that individual forms in different languages will exhibit the same structural and functional patterns, the pragmatic needs of spontaneous speech are usually comparable (especially in culturally similar communities with similar types of informal interactions). This can explain some functional and even structural parallels in common spoken features such as GEs. In both English and French, GEs usually consist of a combination of <connector> + quantifier/generic noun + <comparative>, and usually occur at the end of a clause or a discourse unit. In both languages, the adjunctive forms outnumber disjunctive forms, and some forms are more grammaticalised than others. In addition, both London English and Paris French variants share a number of similar pragmatic functions, such as discoursestructuring, assumptions of shared experience, intensification or marking of reported speech.
The present study has highlighted a number of interesting parallels but also some nuanced differences in GE use in two distinct languages. While it has offered additional evidence that the motivations underlying discourse-pragmatic variation and change may be similar, it has shown that pragmatic features often evolve in complex ways and do not always follow the same trajectory. The study of the two GE systems would undoubtedly profit from a detailed investigation of larger and more socially stratified corpora, but the present study is a step in that direction.
